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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY A

Part of our College mission is distribution of the 4

students' problem solving products to DoD
" , \\ll[/// l, sponsors and other interested agencies to

enhance insight into contemporary, defense %
S, related issues. While the College has accepted this

product as meeting academic requirements for
graduation, the views and opinions expressed or
implied are solely those of the author and shouldnot be construed as carrying official sacin. /:::::

-"insights into tomorrow"

REPORT NUMBER 86-1380
AUTHOR(S) WJOR JOSEPH K. KENNEDY USAF

TITLE JOB ATTITUDES OF SAC PILOTS COMPARED TO OTHER AIR FORCE
PILOTS AND NON-RATED OFFICERS

I. Purpose: To determine whether there are significant
differences among the .job attitudes (as measured by the LISAF
Organizational Assessment Package--0AP) of SAC: pilots, other Air
Force pilots, and non-rated officers and to recommend appropriate
steps based on the findings.

I . ackgr ound: In order to determine whether there are
slQnit icant attitudinal differences among these group-s, data from
the Organizational Asse.smer t Package (OAP) survey data base
maintained by the Leadership and Management Development Center
(LMLIC) are examined. The OAP sur.ey and the consulting process
surrounding it can be traced to 1973 and the All Vol unteer Force
,AVF,. At that time, Air- Force leaders recognized they would
have to do everything possible to enhance the attractiveness of

Air Force life to successfully compete for resources in the AVF
env ronment. The AVF prompted the Air Force to take a more
acti,.,e interest in the job attitudes of Air Force personnel. In
order to accompl ish its mission, the Air Force must have highl-
qual ifted personnel. The job attitudes of these Air Force
personnel are critical to their performance and retention. In an "
er.,rorimer, t f shor taqes anrd increa-ed costs r manpower and

K.; ' ...
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materials, it behooves the Air Force to seek ways to improve
productivity through improving job satisfaction. The present
report examines job satisfaction within one major corr mand (SAC:)
and offers recommendations for improving satisfaction.

III. Procedures: Several steps were taker, to reach the goals of
the present research:

1 ) Currert and relevant organ r zational behavior I terature
were reviewed to determine what previous researchers have learned
about work attitudes in general and those of SAC pilo ts, other
Air Force pilots, and non-rated officers in particular.

(2) OAP-measured demographic characteristics and job
attitudes of the three groups were compared. Then, analysis of
variance (ANOVA) procedures were used to determine whether there
were overall differences between groups at the 95. statistical
confidence level. Finally, the Newman-Keuls test was used to
determine which specifi- groups differ from each other.

(3) Attitudinal differences determined to be statistically F_.
and practically significant among the groups were analyzed for
trends, consister ces. and inconsistencies; then an attempt to
explain significant attitudinal differences among these groups in
light of other organizational behavior research was made.

(4) Recommendations for SAC commanders were developed on
how they can capitalize on attitudinal strengths and compensate
for attitudinal weaknesses. Also! SAC commanders were advised
what work issues they should be concerned about.

IV. Results and Conclusions:

(1) SAC pilots have less task autonomy than other- Air Force
pilots and non-rated officers.

(2) SAC pilots rate their jobs as intrinsically less
motivating than other Air Force pilots and non-rated officers
rate their jobs.

(3) SAC pilots feel their organizations are better
supervised and managed than the other two comparison groups
organ izations. Also, SAC pilots rate their or-ganizations.'
communications, both supervisory and organizational, higher than
the other. two compar i son groups rate the i r s

(4) SAC pilots' job rel ated satisfaction is lower than that

If f I 1 1 0f HP '""
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pilots report a more positive feeling about pride than do the
other two comparison groups.

V . Recommendations:
(1) Commanders should make a concentrated effort to increaseI

the task autonomy of SAC pilots whenever the mission permits. A
more participative approach in making decisions could help do
t his.

,C- (2) Commanders should continue to search for new and
* "innovative ways to motivate SAC pilots. Giving increased

responsibility to individuals who demonstrate an ability to
handle it could help motivate SAC pilots. In other words,
commanders need to auoid the "micro-manager" approach and let
their people operate and grow professionally.

('3) Commanders should continue to foster a cl imate of open -
communications. This research indicates SAC does a good job in
both the supervisory and organizational communications area.
Commanders should continue to stress the importance of feedback
to subordinates to maintain good communications.

* x
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i _, Chapter One

_. P Fq T~'~I The primary purpose of this study is to determine whether ir- -'

• .. there are significant differences among job attitudes for SAC ,-

[ "  ~pilots, other Air Force pilots, and non-rated officers. For -.

[ ~Years it's been said that Air Force pilots have regarded flyng " -

IL assinments n some major commands as more satisfying than fl-,,nrg

~~~assignments in other major commands (Riely, 1980). This belief, ...

• .. whether correct or incorrect, causes problems for Air Force '"'

" '.personnel managers because both new and experienced pilots seek

and resist assignments based on this perception. Clearly, job .

..- attitudes are important, both to the Air Force member and to Air-,-

"i ~ ~For.ce leaders and personnel maniacers. Studying the attitudes of.-""

Air Force pilots, both within specific commands and as a whole,Iz

may provide insights as to how we carn improve their- jlob .-

"" s~atisfaction, and consequently their performance and commitment.."-'

. C~omparing job attitudes- of pilots to non-rated officers_ my yeld :.

°Eu

'-further insigiht into job concerns that are unique to pilots. The

-." Air Force must create n envroment whereby .Job satisfaction .%.rd -

personral cirowvth- can take place to insure retention of ts

" personnel (Tuttle & Hazel, 19,4

.%*
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In order to determine whether there are si on if icant -.

attitudinal differences among these groups! data from the

Organza.onal Assessment PackaQe (GAP) data base maintained b.- ,A.,

the Leadership and Management Development Center (LMDC) at

Maxwell AFE, AL, are examined. The GAP survey will be co,.-ered in

detail in Chapter Three. However, a brief history of the GAP

survey i s appropri ate now.

The OAP sur.,ey and the consulting process surrounding it can

be traced to 1973 and the All Volunteer Force (AVF). At that .

time, (iir Force leaders recognized they would have to do

everything possible to enhance the attractiveness of Air Force

life to successfully compete -for resources in the AVF environment

(Mahr, 1982). The GAP was developed jointly by LMDC and the Air

Force Human Resources Laboratory tAFHRL) at Brooks Air, Force

Base, TX. The present OAP survey was field-tested from January

- thrcujh July of 1978 with a sample of apprcximatel;" 5010 Air

" Force personne l AFHRL did much internal ualidation and te r,.tir'

pr i or to this, erm phasizin g factor composition, internal

consistency reliability, item distributions, and model testing.

Desp i te this, however, the field test provided the first

opportunity for LMDC consulting teams to use the survey in the

field (Short, 1985).

Ir, 1978, AFHRL personnel, LMDC research personnel, and LMDC

management consultan ts gathered at LMDC. They examined the

results of the field validation, selected the factors to retain

in the OAP "ur,'ev, and determined the final structure ol the

2r
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survey. The present OAP survey is a result of these workshops

and subsequent field tests by two consultant teams (Short, 1?85. r

As was mentioned earl ier, the AVF prompted the Air Force to

develop the OAP and to take a more active interest in the job

attitudes of Air Force personnel. In order to accomplish its

mission, the Air Force must have highly qualified personnel. In

addition, the job attitudes of these Air. Force personnel are

critical. Experience shows that poor job attitudes directly

impact retention rates (Tuttle & Hazel, 1974). All defense

agencies are faced with shortages in manpower and increased costs

of manpower, as well as shortages ard increased costs in

materials (Henggeler, 1981).

In today's Air Force our most vital resource is our military

personnel. The Air Force must be sensitive to the needs of its

people. One way to do this is to know how they feel about their

jobs. This study analyzes data that reveal job attitudes of SAC:

pilots, other Air Force pilots, and non-rated officers. This

research pursues four goals:

I To conduct a review of current and relevant

orcr, izational behavior 1 i terature to determine .aihat previous

rese.archers have learned about w,,ork attitudes in gener.al and

those of SAC pilots, other Air Force pilots, and non-rated

officers in particular;

2. To compare OAP-measured demographic characteristics and .'

job attitudes of these three groups and use analys is of ,.var; ance

(ANO,4 A procedures to determine whether there are c',,'er ll 1" I

4%
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differences among groups at the 95% statistical confidence level;

then use the Newman-Keuls test to determine which specitfic croups

differ from each other: I

:3. To select attitudinal differences determined to be

statistically and practically significant among the groups and

analyze them for trends, consistencies, and inconsistencies; then

-" look at present results and attempt to explain significant

attitudinal differences among these groups in light of other .2

organizational behavior research; and

4. To develop recommendations for SAC commanders on how

they can capitalize on attitudinal strengths and compensate for

attitudinal weaknesses; also to advise leaders within SAC what

work issues they should be concerned about.

This report addresses each of these goals in the following

way. First, Chapter Two shows the results of the literature

review. Next, Chapter Three presents the methodology used to -K.

conduct the research. This chapter is divided into four :'4

sections. The section entitled "Instrumentation" explains the I

- OAP questionnaire. The data collection section describes the

- process used to gather data. The subjects section deals with the

comparison groups. Finally, the procedures section explains

those procedures used to analyze the data. Chapter Four contains

the analysis results. The results are divided into demographic

description and attitudinal results. In Chapter Five, the

results, and their implications, are discussed. Finally, Chapter

Six presents some conclusions and recommendations.

4
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Chapter Two I

LITERATURE REVIEW

1any studies have been written or ml i itary career irritants

and retention problems. However, very little research deals with

pilots' job attitudes as compared to non-rated officers.

Furthermore, little research compares Air Force pilots' Job

attitudes in different major commands to each other. This

chapter reviews some organizational behavior theory and some

findings of studies that are closely related to pilots' job

attitudes.

Job satisfaction and motivation are essential elements of a

person's attitude towards his or her work. Attitudes ha,,e been

defined as feelings, beliefs, and behavioral acts (Helir iegel &

Slocum, 1976). To help the reader better understand job

.. tisfaction, motivation, and attitudes toward work, this chapter

summ.i.rizes some classic work in orfanizationa! manaqement theor>.

First, Frederick Taylor's (1911) influential "scientific

managiement" theory is summarized. Next, motivation is discussed

by describing Maslow's (1954) hierarchy of needs. Then, job

satisfaction is examined by describing Herzbero's (Herztero-,

Hauser & Synderman, 1959) "tvo-factor' theCr. Chap ter Two

5
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concludes by reviewing some findings of studies closel- rel. ted

to pilots' job attitudes.

Basic Theory

* Taylor's "Scientific Manaqement"

As cited by Henggeler (1981), Taylor's ideas and thoughts

about the problems associated with an organization resulted in a

theory he describes as "scientific management." Taylor- belIteed -

that work, the human and physical components, can be studied

scientifically. Through science, Taylor hoped to determine a

method for organizing work. Taylor developed four key elements

in his management theory:

Ist: Develop a science for each element of a man's
work which replaced the old rule-of-thumb method.

2nd: Scientifically select and then train, teach, and
develop the workman.

3rd: Cooperate with the men to insure all work is done
in accordance with principles of the science
which has been developed.

4th: There is almost an equal division of the work ,

and the responsibi 1 i ty between the management
and the workmen. The management takes over all
work for t.ihich they are better fitted.
(Tayl or, 1911, pp. 36-37'

These four concepts are still being used today and are often

thought of as structure, functional processes, span of control,

--* and the division of labor. Some felt that Taylor considered men .

only motivated by economic gain (Henggeler, 1981). Later,

theorists looked beyond basic motivation b, economic gain to

explore the higher order needs of man.

%-
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Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs

Maslow's model of human behavior is one of the earl iest

theories dealing with higher motivation. Maslow's model is based

on two fundamental premises: .. .r

1. Man is a wanting animal whose needs depend on what
he already has. Only needs not yet fulfilled can
influence behavior; an adequately fulfilled need
is not a motivator.

2. Man's needs are arranged in an hierarchy of
importance. Once one need is fulfilled, another
emerges and demands fulfillment. (Maslow, 1954, p. 220)

In Maslow's hierarchy, five types of needs were presented.

These needs, in order of priority, are physiological, safety,

social, esteem, and self-actualization. Maslow defined the

physiological needs as the primary needs for survival . These ,.

needs include air, food, water, shelter, sleep, and sex.

Physiological needs are the controlling needs if all needs are

unsatisified. Maslow defined safety as protection from bodily

injury, illness, and insecurity. When physiological needs are

met, safety needs become the primary motivators. Maslow's social * . *

needs include love, companionship. acceptance, and belonging. At

this level. the controlling needs move from the physical to the

mental or psychological realm. The esteem need consists of

sel f-esteem and esteem from others. Self-esteem stems from

self-respect, confidence, achievement, and mastery. Esteem from

others includes prestige, status, and approval from. others. The

final need is self-actualization. Maslow defines this as the

desire to become more and more of what one is, to become

7
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everything that one is capable of becoming. To satisfy this need .

all other needs must be satisfied first (Henggeler, 1981).

Maslow contends these hierarchical needs are present in all

mankind. He also notes that the order of needs, especially those •

in the middle of the hierarchy, may vary from one individual to

another. In addition, he says that moving up the hierarchy can

take a long time (Maslow, 1970).

Herzbero's Two-Factor Theory

Herzberg and his associates have shown the importance of job

attitudes to motivation and productivity (Herzberg et al., 1959).

Herzberg developed a "two-factor" theory based on interviews of

accountants and engineers. He identified job conditions that

contribute to job satisfaction as the first factor or

"motivators." These job conditions are achievement, recognition,

advancement, work itself, and responsibility. They describe the

job content.

Herzberg called the second factor "hygienes" and they

included company policy, 
technical supervision, salary, job 

Jn

security, personal life, interpersonal relationships, and status.

These factors described the job environment. Without these job

conditions present, job dissatisfaction would result.

According to Herzberg, job satisfaction and dissatisfaction

result from two separate human needs: animal needs and activity

needs. Fulfilling the human animal needs will not lead to job

satisfaction. These needs are biological and parallel Maslow's .'

physiological needs. Fulfilling human activity needs can lead to

or

• -.' , -'. '- '- ' ." , " -;- ." .{ .-..-.-. " ..-, ' " .', ' .-" '. ' .' '. '- ' ' -" " ' .' .' ' -'. ' ..' ,... ...." ... .".. ...... -.'."...".'.".". .-. " ... . .... .- "*. -' ...--;-.' --*"" *



job satisfaction. Self-actualization and the ability to achieve i

W

are examples of human activity needs fulfilled. -•.

Job Attitude Research on Air Force Pilots ""

Air Force officials have recognized the importance of job r

attitude research (Short, 1985). However. there is little

research that focuses on the job attitudes of pilots in different

commands. A review of some studies closely related to pilots'

job attitudes reveals some interesting findings. lyoce

"'" The USAF Study (USAF, 1966) was conducted as a response to ""

the loss of experienced officers and the increased cost of

• .

training replacements. The purpose of this study was to identify ...-

those factors seen as important job and career motivators. The

study consisted of questionnaires and interviews with 420

randomly selected officers. The study concluded that motivation

of rated officers may improve by focusin on policies related to

TD', alerts, job assignments, and career planning The study

found these areas negated such motivating factors as love of

flying, sense of accomplishment, and opportunity for career

progression (Riely, 1980).

In 1965, MAC initiated a series of studies on aircrew morale

which continued until 1970. The USAF School of Aerospace

Medicine conducted the studies. In 1968, 43% of MAC rated

officers listed "time away from home" as the most disliked aspect

of their job (Cantrell & Hartman, 1968). A 1970 study (Dryden, .

irschner & Hartman) indicated 58Y. of MAC's Air Rescue Service

-" . ". '..' ,' . .'. .'. ' .. " f.:."".. L." Z .. ". . " , . "-. .§ -.& ," " ." ." ." .",. ..&-. ".-' ,. ,- '.7,','. ---. '....'. "Q . -" .. " . -



rated officers reported that their jobs had negative effects on

themselves and their families. *-,. )

In 1972, a research project was conducted on officer I.?
retention within the Tactical Airlift Force. Questionnaires were

completed and interviews conducted with 140 C-130 rated officers.

Family separations and little control over. assignments were

listed by 70% and 53% of the people, respectively, as most

unfavorable job factors. Pay and allowances were listed as. the

most favorable by those participating in the study (Riely. 1980).

In 1978, Beck and Gray found that ATC instructor pilots were

dissatisfied because they could not transfer between weapon

systems and major commands. The study indicates pilots don't

want to serve in the same aircraft during their entire Air Force

careers (Beck & Gray, A978). The authors interviewed many pilots

serving as ATC instructor pilots as part of an exchange program

from MAC and SAC. The interviews indicated these pilots enjoyed

their exchange tours. However, they were required to return to

their previous commands. They had no chance to be assigned to

other commands. Many indicated this policy would cause them to

seriously consider separating from the Air Force (Riely, 1980).

This brief review of organizational behavior concepts and

the findings of studies on pilots' job attitudes highlights the

importance of understanding the motivating aspects of the job

environment. The lack of significant research on job attitudes

uf SAC pilots inspired the present study. How do SAC pilots feel

10
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about their jobs? The next chapter explains the methodology used

in the present research to try and answer that question.

*--.5 t"
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Chapter Three ,..

METHODLC r"-

This chapter presents the methodoloo>v uised to determire ,.,hat

job attitude differences exist between SAC. pilots, other Hir

Force pilots, and non-rated officers. The Organizational

Assessment Package (OAP, data collection, the subjects in the
S.- .i

0#P survey, and analysis procedures are discussed.

I nstrumentat i on

The survey instrument used to gather the data. for this stud',

was LMDC's GAP (Appendix C). The GAP is a survey designed

jointly by the Air Force Human Resources Laboratory and LMDC. It

is used to aid LMDC in its missions to (a) conduct research on

%-I

Air Force systematic issues using information in the GAP data

base. (b) provide leadership and management training, and kc.

provide management consultation services to Air- Force commanders

upon request. In its present form, the OAP survey consists of a

computer-scored r.esponse sheet and a 109-item booklet. Responses

use a scale of 1 to 7 v with a value of 1 generally indicating -"-'.

strong disagreement or. dissatisfaction with the question or

statement, and a 7 usually indicating strong agreement or

satisfaction. The exact meaning of each response is clearly

12
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modules of the survey.

To better understand the seven modules, we need to look at

each -ne. The first OP module is the BACKGROUND INFORMATION

SECTION. The 16 items in this. section gather demographic

information about the respondent. The second OAP module, JOB

INVENTORY, rel ates to the respondent" j ob. Respondents rate 34

items dealing with job complexity, the degree of job autonomy,

performance standards, job goals., etc. The third module, JOB

DESIRES. contains seven items about the desired job

charcteristics. The fourth module, SUPERVISION, cornsi=ts of 1,

items which measure leadership/managerial traits of the

respondent's supervisor. The fifth module.. WORK GROUP

EFFECTIVENESS (WORK GROUP PRODUCTIVITY), consists of five items

dealing with the quantity and quality of the work produced b-y the

respondent's work group. The sixth module, ORGANIZATION CLIMATE,

consists of 19 items about the respondent's, relationships with

the squadron or staff agency. The items deal with communication

wi th i n an organ i za.t ion, rewards and recocn i t i on for"

*.ontr ibutions, and te.amo,,--,rk within the organization. The final

rmodulp *JOB RELATED S+TISFACTION, co-rnsists of nine iterrs that

rcund out the picture of the respondent's work enironment. -,"

i terns deal wi th subiects such as the degree of team,., or mc r o

,co-w,.,orkers,. the respondent's farmi 1.'s atti tude tot,.ards i ..hen.-.

i ob, and whe ther or rc.t the job pro, ides an oppor tn i t. to ,.-

acquire valuable skills (Short, 19C5.:.

1 3 " ."5
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Shcor t ,:1985' presents evidence for. the val idi tv ard

rl t.-abo i ty of the OAP Results of the survey administratons

ar ;a r, ta rned i n a cumuI a.tiv e d ata b ase at LHDC cons s'ri -:4rl I I

near l> 300,000 cases.

Data Collect ionm

All data for the present report were collected in

conjur ct ion wi th L1DC manaQeer t cor,sul tat ions. In the LMD,_-

mana,.sement consul tat ion process, the nit ad administrat ion of

th e OAP in an or Qran i z at on is a key step in the data cQathernir i riq

process. (kermilya, 1985). To administer the OAP, LMDC must first

be i nv i ted by the c ommander- of t he subj ec t or ga n i z at i on ( u s u 1 I y

of wing size or equivalent). Consultants visit the organization

and administer the survey ir group sessions. Respondents are

promised individual an-,ymity for their responses. Consultants I Vr:

from LMDC administer surveys directly to all members of the

*. organization present for duty during the survey period. Thus,

the survey is a census, rather than a sampi ing, within the

organization. (From an Air Force-w.,ide perspective, the bases

v isi ted are a, oppor tur, i ty sample and .,ere not se lec ted ranaom1l y

However , a l arge number of bases in a._l 1 major commands have been

vi si ted.) The consul tants al so conduct interv i ews wi th personnel

and gather other manaoement data. After returning to LMDC, they

perform a computer assi sted ana. l ysis of survey resul ts for the

organization. Then the consultants return to the organization

for a tailored visit to pro.,ide feedback to supervisors, assist

14
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on--t te workshops and seminars. 1he survey results are treated

in . corit i dent ial manner between LMDC and the ci ent commander

Betw. een four .nd seven month~s a~fter the tai lured , sl t_. the ,.-

consul tants return tc' the o;-anizat ion to re-admi nister the OAP

and do other follow-up data gathering. In this case, the OAP is

used as an evaluation tool to assess the impact of the consultin'"

process. After analysis, a final report and the results

cc.mpar ng pre- arid post- OAF admi n i strat ions are mai led to the

client organization. Data for the present analysis include only

sur,,e results. f r om the iritial (as opposed to fol lo w-up) data

gatherings. "

Subjects
C

This study cLcmpares the job attitudes of SAC pilots, other

*i r Force p i lots, and non-rated officers To compare the job

attitudes of these groups, responses to the pre-intervention OAF "-"

t-,ere t.ken from the L'CD D. ta Base. All subjects of this

e res-erch ,ere ac ,e dut . Air Force officer s. The data are taken

tr crri .Ur"ds a. i ti fter cc_ at more than 70 bases or EI te T-

incl,.iding 12 SAC base. b etween 1 October 1981 and 1,6 September

SAC p i 1 ot s he 1 p deter- nuclear. war by prov i dinri rn .d-.

fleiDle, and credible strategic response capability, Th s

capabi i .... counters tr- to .,tal LIS secri tv i-tere.ts SAL

pi ,-ts per form borb, ng, refuel i ng. and reconna.i ssa nce mis,ons. %-'1

I ,

"..................... -..... ,..•....- •.... 'h .k, ,. .'. . . . -% ,
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s Other Air Force pilots in this study are from MAC, TAC, ard ATC. ""

MAC pilots primarily fly airlift missions. TAC pilots perform

tactical missions to include close air support, air interdiction, t.

,N and air-to-air operations. ATC pilots are responsible for

tr a ining student piilots. The non-rated officers oroup consi.ts

of Air Force officers who do not possess an aeronautical ra t igro.-

- The non-ra ted officers represent a broad spectrum of career

fields. While virtually all of the pilots were males, almost 18%

of the non-rated officers were females. Sample sizes for the

three groups consisted of 225 SAC pilots. 1937 other Air Force

pilots, and 8030 non-rated officers. More detailed demogr.phic

information is contained in Appendix A.

Procedures

To analyze the dat... the officers responding to the survey

were arranged into three groups: (a) SAC pilots, (b) other Air ..-

Force pilots, and (.c) non-rated officers. Results of anal .-es ot

- the groups are reported in two separate comparisons. First. anI

analysis of demographics is provided to characterize the sample

, groups. Secondly, a comparison of SAC pilots' Job attitudes to

other Air Force pilots' and non-rated officers' job attitudes is

provided using the OAP data base. -

In order to make these comparisons, the Statistical Package

for the Social Sciences (SPSS) computer packaqe was used.

Demographic and attitudinal results on the OAP were compared

.e.pr et..e I f or SAC p i lots. other Air Force p i I ots , and ncn-r ted

* 16 .4a--'
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officers. The analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedure was used to

determine whether there are statistically significant overall

differences among the groups at the 95% confidence level. After

the ANOVA, the Newman-Keuls test was administered to determine

which specific groups differ significantly from each other.

Statistically significant differences at the .95% confidence

level are considered acceptable evidence that there are

differences among SAC pilots, other Air Force pilots, and

non-rated officers on OAP results. Such differences are

conventionally accepted as reliable with 95% confidence in the

behavioral sciences research. No prior hypotheses about whether

SAC pilots, other Air Force pilots, or non-rated officers are

higher or lower than each other were proposed; rather the

research question was "are there any differences, whether higher

or lower, among SAC pilots, other Air Force pilots, and non-rated

officers?" If the F-Statistic (ANOVA) was significant, the

differences betw. een the means for the various groups and the i i

resul ts of the Newman-Keuls fol lo,-up procedure indicated the

direction and statistical significance of attitudinal

differences.

This chapter has outl ined the methodology used to determine

signiticant job attitude differences among SAC pilots, other 4i"

Force pilots, and non-rated officers. Chapter Four presents the

demo-araphic and attitudinal results of the research.

17
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.. Chapter Four.

.

RESULTS

The previous chapter outlined how the job attitude 4

differences of SAC pilots, other Air Force pilots, and non-rated -.

officers were to be compared. The purpose of this chapter is. to,

present results of these comparisons on the demographic variables

and each of the 21 factors listed in Table 1 . The results cf the "'-
Ag.,.-

Analyses of Variance are summarized and shown in Table 1.

Tables A-i through A-21, Appendix A, provide detailed and

"- descriptive information about the three groups compared in the

present study. The typc.l SAC pilot respondent is between 26

and 40 years of age, has more than 36 months in the career field,

and between 6 and 36 months in his (all are males) present

position. More than 94. are white and over 85% are married.

More than 50% of the SAC pilots hold advanced academic degrees.

More than 707' supervise at least three people. Twenty-two

percent do not write performance reports. Over 60% indicate they

will make the Air Force a career.

Other Air- Force pilot respondents consist of pilots from

MAC, TAC, and ATC. The typical pilot from this group is between

21 and 35 Years of age, has IS to 36 months. in the career field.

and between 6 and 36 months in his or her present position. More

18 :::::.
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TABLE I 'S

Summary Results of ANOVAs

-. o1

Factor Group Means
SAC Other AF Non Sig/Dif
Pilots Pilots Rated Yes No

Job Performance Goals 4.87 4.92 4.65 X

Task Characteristics 5.39 5.45 5.33 X

Task Autonomy 3.59 3.91 4.75 X

Work Repetition 4.46 4.64 4.23 X

Desired Repet/Easy Tasks 2.33 2.50 2.48 X

Job Related Training 5.26 5.27 4.49 X

Skill Variety 5.62 5.75 5.38 X

Task Identity 5.44 5.34 5.20 X

Task Significance 5.72 5.79 5.82 X L

Job Feedback 4.78 4.88 4.88 X

Need for Enrichment 6.04 5.97 6.13 X

Job Motivation Index 97.90 107.75 131.53 X

Work Support 4.43 4.28 4.57 X

Management/Supervision 5.48 5.43 5.24 X

Supervisory Comm 5.03 4.99 4.79 X

Or-oanizational Comm 5.13 5.01 4.81 X

Pide 5.79 5.78 5.40 X

Advancement/Recognition 4.70 4.58 4.59 X

Workgroup Effectiveness 5.93 5.85 5.73 X

Job Related Satisfaction 5.21 5.25 5.41 "

Gen Organ Climate 5.54 5.34 5.11 X

19



than 95/ are white and over 75% are married. Only 24% of this

group have advanced academic degrees. More than 40% superv.se at

least three people. Seventy percent wr i te performance reports.

Thirty-nine percent indicate they will make the Air Force '.6

career.

The typical non-rated officer respondent is between 21 and

41 years of age, has between 18 and 36 months in the career

field, and between 6 and 36 months in his or her present

position. Just over 85% are white and 76% are married.

Thirty-eight percent of these non-rated off icers have advanced

degrees. More than 45% supertuise at least three people.

Forty-seven percent do not write performance reports. Over 50%

indicate they will make the Air Force a career.

Results of the ANOVAs indicate significant differences

(sig/dif) between comparison groups at the 95% confidence level 1
on 17 of the 21 OAP factors analyzed (Table 1). More detailed

information on the ANOVAs is found in Appendix B, Table B-1.

Significant attitudinal differences found in the 17 OAP

factors cover all four organizational function areas. These

include work itself, job enrichment, work group process, and work

group output. The following paragraphs summarize the attitudinal

differences between comparison groups in each functional area.

Under the work itself functional area, SAC pilots see V

themselves as having less Task Autonomy than other Air Force 7

pilots and non-rated officers. They also indicated their work

was less repetitive than other Air Force pilots but more

20

12



repetitive than non-rated officers. No significant differences

exist among comparison groups for Task Characteristics.

In the job enrichment area, SAC pilots were less motivated

bv the job itself than other Air Force pilots and non-rated

officers. However. SAC pilots reported a more positive attitude

about the importance of their job. Also, no significant
differences exist among the comparison groups concerning feedback

about their performance. All three groups felt their jobs

provided moderate feedback.

In the work gcroup process area, which includes measurements

of overall supervision and management, SAC pilots reported more

favorable perceptions than did the other two comparison groups in

Manaqement Supervision, Supervisory Communications, and

Organizational Communications. Non-rated off+icers reported a

more positive feel ina about Work Support than did SAC pilots and -
%

other Air Force pilots.

The last key area in which significant differences were

noted was work group output. SAC pilots indicated their Job

Related Satisfaction was lower than other Air Force pilots and

noni--r.ted officers. However, SAC pilots reported a more positive

feel:ng about Pride than did the other two comparison groups.

* ls,.. Sb-C pilots indicated more positive Workgroup Effectivenes.

and General Organiza tional Cl imate. No signif cant d'fferences

e'ist among the groups with reference to Advancement/Recognition.

- _1
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This chapter has presented the resul ts from data gathered 9.

for. the LMDC. Data Base. Ch..pter Five discusses these resulis and

attempts to explain them.
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Chapter Five

DISCUSSION

As shown in the previous chapter, 17 of the 21 factors

evaluated revealed significant differences between comparison

groups. Table 1 contains a summary of these findings.

This chapter attempts to examine, interpret, and qualify the

results cited in Chapter Four. In addition, certain inferences

are drawn from the results. The significant attitudinal -'

differences found in the 17 OAP factors cover all four

organizational function areas. The following paragraphs examine -

and interpret computer results from these four areas while also

comparing these results to literature review findings where

applicable.

The first organizational function area examined is work

itself. This area consists of six factors. They include Task

Characteristics, Job Performance Goals, Task Autonomy, Work

Repetition, Desired Repetitive/Easy Tasks, and Job Related

Training. There are significant differences between at least two

of the comparison groups on five of the six OAP factors. No

sionificant differences exist among comparison groups for Task

Char ac ter i st c s.

23.



Although statistical differences exist among the groups in

the other five factors, I believe the Task Autonomy factor. is the

most important. SAC pilots feel they have considerably less Task .

Autonomy than other Air. Force pilots. and non-rated officers. As

a former SAC pilot myself, I have seen this problem become

contagious and a real detriment to an organization. Air Force

v officers should be given an opportunity to make decisions. This

allows them to develop confidence and grow professionally. As

mentioned in the literature review, Herzberg and his associates

have shown the importance of task autonomy in his "two-factor"

theory (Herzberg et al ., 1959). Herzberg lists task autonomy

(responsibility) as a primary motivator that contributes

enormously to job satisfaction.

In the job enrichment area, there are six factors. These

include Skill Variety, Task Identity, Task Significance, Job

Feedback, Need for Enrichment, and Job Motivation Index. No

significant differences exist among the comparison groups for

Task Significance and Job Feedback. However, there are

significant differences among the comparison groups on the other

four factors.

I believe the most important factor- in this functional area

is the Job Motivation Index. Computer results indicated SAC

pilots rated the intrinsic motivation potential of their jobs

lower than other Air Force pilots and non-rated officers. As Air

Force leaders it's our job to provide jobs that are as

intrinsically motivating as possible urder the circumstances.

1~ 24
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Experience shows that motivated people perform better than those
* A%

who are not motivated. Maslow (1954) showed the importance of

motivation to job attitudes and productivity. He believed that .-.

man is motivated by more than just econcmic gain. The USAF Study

(USAF, 1966) confirmed this. It recommended the Air Force could

improve rated officer motivation by focusing on alerts, job

assignments, and career planning. Since SAC pilots work closely

with a large part of our nuclear arsenal, the Air Force should

explore ways to enrich their jobs and better motivate these

personnel.

There are four factors in the third functional area, work

group process. They are Work Support, Management and

Supervision, Supervisory Communications Climate, and

Organizational Communications Climate. Although statistical

differences exist among the comparison groups in all four

factors, none of the absolute differences is very large.

Therefore, no major differences exist among the comparison

groups.

The final OAP organizational function area is work group

output. There are five factors in this area. They are Pride, I

*dvancement/Recognition, Workgroup Effectiveness, Job Related

Satisfaction, and General Organizational Climate. No significant

differences exist among groups for the Advancement/Recogniticon -

factor. There are significant differences on the -eman!rg four

factors.

25
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I bel ieve the two most important factors in this funct on.l

area are Pride and Job Related Satisfaction. It's interesting to

rc t E that although SAC pilots eXpressed a lower Job Related .r

Satisfaction than other Air Force pilots and non-rated officers,

the>' indicated a more positive feeling about Pride. Although

Herzberg (1'5?) in his "two-factor" theory doesn't mention pride

specifically as a motivator-, one could say it is closely related

to what Her-zberQ calls achievement. Herzberg identified

achievement as a major contributor to job satisfaction. In other

words, a direct correlation exists between achievement (pride:,

and job satisfaction. Howe,ver, this doesn't appear to be the

case with SAC pilots. With SAC pilots expressing more Pride and

less Job Related Satisfaction than other Air Force pilots and

non-rated officers, they appear to be an exception to Herzberg's

"two-factor" theor.

This chapter has attempted to examine, inter-pret, and

qual if-' the results in Chapter Four. Chapter Six contains some

conclusions based on the research. Additionally, so~e

recommendations are made based on the results of this study.- -

d
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CONE: L US IONS A~ND PEC.Ot1MEND& II OtS p
T he p r imar > purprose of this. study was to compare the job

attitudes of SAC pilots. other Air Force pilots, and ron-rated

officers-. The instrument used to make these comparisons i..ias

LME'C's Orcianizational Assessment Package (OAP) . This survey

meAs-ures 21 j ob at t itude f ac torcs i n f our- orcian izat ional +unct ioi

Vr:: This ch:.ipter disrcsses the, conclusion: cit this research -

anrd :;kl so make s rec ommendlat ions based on the resu 1 t s.

Conclusions and Summarz of F inrdi ngs

T h i s ree ar c h sh ows th a.t s i gr i if i c an t At t i t u di nalI d iff er e n c e s

ex i=-t betw~eer SAC pilots, other- Air Force p ilots! and non-rated

u-f-fl c ers.. Th is c orc I us i or i s base d on, the LtIOC c ompu ter resu 1 t-

that i ridi ca ted the compar i son Qroujp; iw ere stat istic Il v

r r. -ft i c-artt 1 di f-eren t cr 17 of 21j factors. in the Ci&AF suir v ey S

j S- pperidi - B for more dete i led i rrormat i orn T he +-cl I cii,%)i noc

f rid i nr.4qs are the mc's t important fromr e-ach of the -foujr

cr .: jr, i z t i on a I 1i fncr t i on, ar e -3

* 1 .Aiork Itself: SAC pH i t- hi-'..e less Tl's . ucnm- h
rother A i r Force pi lots arnd non-rated off' cer..

-.Jc'b Er i 'ctmerit:_;A C p Ic.t s r at e h e ir ob-z
n tr irnsi c al 1 v l ess. mo t i k tat i nc, than. other (-m r Force t.

p i l ots And ron-rated of-f i cer-s rate the ir jobs.

p
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',
3. Work Group Process: SAC pilots feel their

organizations are better supervised and managed th-r,"

t he ot h er two c omp ar ison gr ou upE. oroQan i za-ticoris. A IB=c'
SAC pi lots see their organ i zati ons commun i cat i one.
both supervisory and orgar izati nal , as superior to the
other two comp-ar i son groups.

4. Nor k Gr oup CJu t pu ut : C: pi 1 o t s J t-, Re 1.ted I
'at s+act ion is I o,,,er thar that of other Air, For.c -
p i l ot s and non-rated off c c e-r s. Howe,.,er , S:-A;C p i I ot -ct
report a more positi0,e feeling about Pride than the

t rher tt.Jo c c'mp ar i sc n Qrc,u ps r-ep or t

Recommendat i on

The study resul ts cI earl. indi cate that iob a t itude -.--

Sdifference, exi st among SAC p I ots, other Air Force p I ot. ard

ncr-rated off i cers. I r view of the study's f i rd i rigs.

recommendations are made in four areas. These four areas are the

organizatio nal function areas assessed by the OAP: .)orkt itsEf, '"

job enri chment w.,ork group process, and work group output.

More spec i f ical lI the recorerd-e t i ons. addr-ess the f ac tor of

Task Auton om. Job Mot at i.on I nde" ,Super, i sorv Commun i c At f on

Ci mate , 1cjniz. at ional Cc,rTmjic t ic na L.I i mate. and Job Rel1 :ted

Sati sfaction. It s important to understand that each factor is a

member ot ore of the four or oan i zat i onal furic t i on areas %

respectivel. Furthermore, even though the study indicates man

stat isti cal differ ences, the author v i e,.s the four prey i ousl I

mentioned factors as the most practically significant and

theref+r r e ,.icr. th, of fur ther e -:'rnr ik.t ion

The rn -rm. t i o.r con t ; ned in th is stud' .should be brouoh t to

the .t ten t i rcr, c t '1+4 ccormrr, :r,, dr a. The -iJ th,-r rmi - s the c I Ic o -, i n "

-C,.

-,o"Sx '
"' "- 'k °r



•h p

1 . Cmm-iirider. -hcu Id make _' ccriceri tr ate, etfcr t t,
i increa .se the task au tonom, o+ 'SAC I1 cit =_ ,henever the

m s - or, perm i ts . A mor e p.ar t ic i pat ve appr .ciach i ri
makini decisionis could he1p do this .,

' iimmaride .r s hc u I d c or t irj - , t' ar h f cr r, a.,ri d * ,'.
I [rm '.', * ... i~' , , I '' ¢* t (T t I '' | e.. '-.-in p I I, | . !I If *| l

increa._ed re-pc'R/E IbI 1 I t" to ird ''duaIs -,iho ,
demonstr-ate an at, I i ty to harndle it cou 1 d he 1 rJp
mot i ua. te Si; C p 1 o cts . I r o ther. k:%,r d *.

commander s need to av, i d the "m i cro-manager. " a4.ppro.ach
ari d let their people Operate and pro.. pro+es s i onA 11'.

. Commander-s .. hou I d cont inue to foster a ,c1 i mate of
open communications.. This resear ch iridicates SAC AC
doe sIa -ood .i ob i n bo t h t h e su p e r. v i sor. ari.nd
c,-rarl i z at i or A 1 c ommuni cat i or, s area . L:cimman der.
should =.tress the importance of feedback to
subor-d inate s to ma i ri t a i r iod comimur i c a t i on s.

-- - '-
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Table A-1

Number of Respondents by Personnel Category

SAC PIlots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers.

(n) (n) (n)

* 225 1937 8049 ..

Table A-2

Sex by Personnel Category

Male (,. Female (-.)
(n) (n)

SAC Pilots 100.0 0.0
225 0

Other AF Pilots 99.4 0.6
1926 it

Non-Rated Officers 82.1 17.9
6596 1434

,'oo, - .4%

Table A-3

Age by Personnel Category

SAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers
- ( % ) (. ) (7". ) " -

n 225 1937 8049

21 to 25 'rs 0.4 20.6 11.9
2t t to 3 |0 Yrs 22.2 41 .4 25.
31 to 35 'ir s 36.y 18.5 25.4

36 to 40 Yrs :3.8 15.2 201.4 t..

41 to 45 Yrs 5.3 3.7 11.7

46. to 50 Yrs A.4 0.3 3.5
> 50 Years 0.9 0.4 1.9

33
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Table A-4 -.9

Time in Air Force

SAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated OF-cers .4
'V C) ( ) (2.) .

n = 225 1936 803o

< I Yr 0.0 0.2 4.7
I to 2 Yrs 0.0 3.3 6.6
2 to 3 Yrs 0.4 13.6 6.?
3 to 4 Yrs 0.9 11.1 6.5 -

4 to 8 Yrs 21.3 31.4 20.4
8 to 12 Yrs 32.9 17.8 15.6
> 12 Years 44.4 22.7 39.4

Table A-5

Months in Present Career Field

SAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers
(/.) CX%) ( X) ,

n - 221 1924 8004

< 6 Hos 2.7 4.4 5.1 ii
6 to 12 Mos 3.2 9.6 7.4
12 to 18 Mos 2.7 10.2 7.0
18 to 36 Mos 11.3 28.2 19.4

36 Mos 80.1 47.6 61.1 -

344
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Table A-6

Months at Present Duty Station r

SAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers
(%.) (%.) (%.)

n= 225 1931 8033 1-

< 6 Mos 10.7 11.5 14.4 -'

to 12 Mos 12.4 17.1 16.9
12 to 18 Mos 16.4 16.7 16.9
18 to 36 Mos 32.9 37.1 35.1
> 36 Mos 27.6 17.7 16.7

Table A-?

Months in Present Position

SAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers

n 225 1929 8027. .. . . ..---- - -- - - -- - -- - - -- - -- - - -- - -- - - -- - -- - -

( ,_ Mos 28.9 32.9 24.9
6 to 12 Mos 25.3 30.2 23.9
12 to 18 Mos 16.0 17.0 17.3
18 to 36 Mos 19.1 16.3 26.4
> 36 Mos 10.7 3.7 7.5

4'-

.. 4
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Tabl e A-8 Nb

Ethnic Group

SAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers
(5<) (5<) (%<) r .-

n 224 1929 8014 e.

White 94.2 95.1 85.3
Hispanic 1.8 1.0 2.7
Bl ack 0.9 0.9 7.5
Other 3.0 2.9 4.5

F-..

Table A-9

Marital Status

SAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers

n = 225 1933 8046-- - -- -- - - -- - - - -- - - -- - - - -- - - -- - - - -- - - -

Not Married 12.4 22.6 22.1
Married 86.2 77.0 76.0

Single Parent 1.3 0.4 1.9

h t

", a'-...

4-..
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Table A-10

Spouse Status: SAC Pilots

-p

Geographically Separated Not Geo Separated .
(.) (X) -.N,

n 4 190

Civilian Employed 100.0 27.4
Not Employed 0.0 70.0 i.
Military Member 0.0 2.6 •

Table A-1i

Spouse Status: Other AF Pilots and Non-Rated Officers

Geographically Separated Not Geo Separated

n 334 7272
1 Ip

Civilian Employed 58.0 34.0
Not Employed 18.0 56.0
Military Member 24.0 10.0

r0------

Lk.
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Table A-12

Educational Level

---

SAC Pilots Other. AF Pilots Non-Rated Olfficers
(%.) (%>) (%.)

n 224 1936 8022

HS Grad or GED 0.0 0.1 0.1
s 2 yrs College 0.4 0.0 0.2
> 2 yrs College 0.0 0.2 1.8
Bachelors Degree 46.0 75.6 48.0
Masters Degree 53.1 24.0 38.1
Doctoral Degree 0.4 0.1 11.9

Table A-13

Professional Militar-y Education

SAC Pilots Other. AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers .
M (%) (M)

n = 225 1933 8038

None 9.3 40.2 36.7
Phase 1 or 2 0.4 0.4 1.2
Command Academy 0.0 0.3 2.7
Sr NCO Academy 0.0 0.0 0.2 ,-,,
Sq Officer Sch 29.3 31.1 26.2
Int Service Sch 51.1 23.3 21.5
Sr. Service Sch 9.8 4.7 11.5
-----

8..o.
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Table A-14 '.

Number People Directly Supervised

SAC. Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers
(%) (. (:)

n= 219 1809 7604

None 16.9 56.8 37.4
I Person 5.9 4.1 8.3
2 People 0.9 5.2 7.2
3 People 28.3 7.0 8.3
4 to 5 People 22.8 9.7 14.9.-
6 to 8 People 13.7 6.0 10.4
9 or > People 11.4 11.2 13.5

Table A-15

Number People for Whom Respondent Writes APR/OER/Appraisal ..,

SAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers
( ) ( .) ( /-)"" "

n 225 1929 8030

None 22.2 70.6 47.0
- 1 Person 5.3 3.7 11.4
"2 People 3.1 4.0 8.3

73 Peoplle 27.1 4.4 8.1
4 tcn 5 People 23.6 8.2 12.0 ''.-

6 to B People 13.3 5.1 8.5
or > People 5.3 4.0 4.8

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

."6
3-'.9
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Table A-16

Supervisor Writes Respondent's APR/OER/Appraisal

I-

SAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated 0 4 t ,cers-
(/.) (... (.) *, ,

n = 219 1916 7934

No
Yes 80.4 83.1 76.6
No 12.8 12.9 14.1
Not Sure 6.8 4.0 9.3

Table A-17

Work Schedule

SAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers( .) ( ) 24,) )>

.n = 219 1919 7970

Day Shift 8.7 13.9 74.8

Swing Shift 0.5 0.0 0.2
Mid Shift 0.0 0.1 0.1 h

Rotating Shifts 0.5 4.2 5.3
Irregular Sched 8.7 23.0 10.8

Freq TDY/On-call 2.7 10.5 7.4
Crew Sched 79.0 49.4 1 .4

- --

-.-
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Table A-18

Supervisor Holds Group Meetings --

SAAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Officer

= 216 1914 7956

Ne v e r- 4.6 5.7 6.6
Occasionally 30.6 22.7 22.4
Monthlv 30.6 15.0 13.8

Weekl 31.0 38.2 43.9

Daily 2.3 15.8 11.5
Continuously 0.9 2.6 1.8

IIZ
Table A-19

Supervisor Holds Group Meetings to Solve Problems

SAC Pilots Other. AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers .'-"

n 221 1904 7906 :'":

Never 18.1 1:.6 15.8

.jcc.asi onalv i 46.2 41.3 42.6
Hal+ the Time 14.9 22.0 22.1

k aVs 20.8 23. 1 19.4

i- -i

-. .--' "- -- -, --- - -- ------.- .--. --.. -- -- ---- -- -- ---------".---.---•,-- ; -. - --- .- -. ,- ,
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Table A-20

Aeronautical Rating and Current Status > %

1% 9--.

SAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Officers

n = 225 1936 8010

Non-Rated 0.9 0,.1 85.9
Non-Rated Crew 0.0 0.2 3.4
Rated Ops 96.9 98.0 2.3
Rated Support 2.2 1.8 8.3 '

Table A-21 "

Career Intent

,2--

SAC Pilots Other AF Pilots Non-Rated Pilots
'/)(:4') (:4)

n 225 19'28 8006

Retire 12 Mos 1.8 0.6 3.9
Career 61.3 39.0 52.3
Likely Career 25.8 31.7 20.7
Maybe Career 8.9 22.0 14.3
Likely Separate 0.9 5.0 5.4
Separate 1.3 1.6 3.4

Note: The number (n'.1 is the total number of val id
responses for the factor being examined.

4..

a'
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- T-able B-I

Comparison of OAF Factor Scores
Between SAC Pilots, Other AF Pilots, and Non-Rated Officers

THE WORK ITSELF

Mean SD df F-Rat ic' Subse t
------------------------------------------------ ------- ---------------------
Job Performance Goals 2, 819 62. 64***

SAC Pilots 4.88 .82
Other AF Pilots 4.92 .86
Non-Rated Officers 4.65 1 .00 1,

Task Characteristics. 2,9874 12.42-** S
S, M. Pi lots 5.40 .8?
O Other AF Pilots 5.45 .84 1
Non-Rated Officers 5.,, .'"

Task Autonomy 2,9898, 385.06***

SAC Pilots 3.58 1.23 1
Other AF Pilots 3.92 1.26
Non-Rated Officers 4.75 1.29 3

Work Repetition 2,100:39 69.90***
SAC Pilots 4.4, 1.21 2
Other AF Pilots 4.64 1.30 :
Non-Rated Officers 4.24 1 .39 1

Desired Repetitive/"

Ea-s/ Tasks 2,51750 2.72
SAC Pi lots 2.33 .92 1
Other AF Pilots 2.51 1 .f2 1

Nor,-Rated Officers 2.48 1 .05 1

Job Related Training 2,7968 204.41***
S .AC Pilots 5.26 1 13
Other. AF Pilot s. 5.228 .25
Non-Rated Officers 4.49 1.51 1

Note. Groups rot in the same subset are siQnificantly different at
the .05 le el

S*p'<.05. **k• I. ***p. 00 1.

N EF,

I. :."1

'... . .. .. ...... .. . .. .. ... .. * .*. . .- ,**-
[<. . <: A-.i..i;.. .- , -. *--.. - * .- S.-.- .- .- _* **.-' *... . . ",'. "_. . L. .-'.."- * ' ,'-. -.-. ,".'L;_"L: 'L L'_. L; - •""":"- -
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Table B-i (Continued)

JOB ENRICHMENT -
". -

Mean SD df F-Ratio Subset

Skill Variety 2,10107 66.78***
SAC Pi ots 5.62 1.08 2
Other AF Pilots 5.75 1.11 2
Non-Rated Officers 5.39 1.29 1

Task Identity 2,10086 12.47***
SAC Pilots 5.44 1.19 2
Other AF Pilots 5.34 1.11 1,2 1
Non-Rated Officers 5.21 1.23 1

Task 2,10136 .90
SAC Pilots 5.73 1.16 1
Other AF Pilots 5.80 1.13 1
Non-Rated Officers 5.82 1.26 1

Job Feedback 2.10095 .81
SAC Pilots 4.78 1.11 1
Other AF Pilots 4.89 1.09 1
Non-Rated Officers. 4.89 1.19 1

• Need for Enrichment 2,9877 25.12***
=44C FPi lots. 6.04 .79 1,2

- Other AF Pilots 5.98 .85 1
" Non-Rated Officers 6.13 .85 2

Job Motivation 2,9260 111.14***
SAC Pilots 57.91 53.08 1
Other MF Pilots 107.75 56.04 2
No-Rat .ed

Officers 131 .3 68.08

Note. Groups not in the same subset are siQnificantly different at
the .05 level.

* p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.00l.

45..
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Table B-I (Continued)

WORK GROUP PROCESS

Mean SD df F-Ratio Subset

Work Support 2,9755 56.75***
SAC Pilots 4.44 1.03 2
Other AF Pilots 4.29 1.03 1 -

Non-Rated Officers 4.58 1.08 :3

Management Superv 2.9538 16.03***
, SAC Pilots 5.49 1.12 2

Other AF Pilots 5.43 1.16 2
Non-Rated Officers 5.25 1.40 1 1.

Superv Communications 2,9352 17.61*** -
SAC Pilots 5.04 1.18
Other AF Pilots 5.00 1.27 2
Non-Rated Officers 4.79 1.47 1 --

Orgnl Communications 2.9449 23.09*** 2
SAC Pilots 5.13 1.05 2
Other AF Pilots 5.01 1.17 2
Non-Rated Officers 4.82 1.29 1

Note. Groups not in the same subset are significantly different at -

the .05 level.

* <.05. **p<.01. ***p .001,

Li

~s. -. '
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Table B-i ,Continued)

W,ORK GROUP OUTPUT

Mean SD df F-Ratio Subset

Pride 2,10079 65.01***
SMC Pilots 5.80 1 .18 2 . .

, Other. (F Pilots 5.78 1.20 2
Non-Rated Officers 5.40 1.41 1

Advance/RecooQni tion 2,9682 1.05
SAC Pilots 4.71 1.07 1
0t her AF Pilots 4.59 1.07 1
Non-Rated Officers 4.59 1.20 1

Work Group Effective 2,9780 12.20***
* SAC Pi lots 5.94 .85 2

Other AF Pilots 5.86 .94 1 .2
Non-Rated Officers 5.74 1.12 1

Job Rel Satisfaction 2,9109 18.87***
SAC Pi lots 5.21 .97 1
Other. AF Pilots 5.26 1.01 1
Non--Rated Officers 5.42 1.09 2

,ener-ol 0rg Cl imate 2,9474 34.18***
:AC Pilots 5.54 .96 S
Other AF Pilots 5.35 1.17 2
Non-Rated Officers 5.12 1.28 1

Note. Groups not in the same subset are significantly different at
the .05 level.

* * • 0'5. *gQ_. l. ***p&.<•O00 1. - -

*47
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